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Dear Mr. Kelly, 

In the case of tha above^dentified European Patent application, we have now received 
summons to attend Oral Proceedings in Rijswijk. The Oral Proceedings will take place on 

February 11, 2009, 

in preparation for the Oral Proceedings, written submissior^s and/or amendments 
particularly auxiliary requests may be filed. However, the final date for filing is 

January 10, 2009. 

Please note that this time limit is riot extendible. 
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We shall now study the Official Communication and the present application and provide you 
with our comments on how to proceed further with this matter in due course. 

Very truly yours, 

Dn^ori^^^^ 
Patent Attorney 

End, Copy of Official Communication 
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Summons to attend oral proceedings pursuant to Hula 115(1} EPC 

You aire hereby summoned to attend oral proceedings arranged in connection with the above-mentioned 
European patent application. 

The. matters to be disoussed are set out in the cxsmmMnication accompanying this summons (EPO Form 
2906). 

The oral proceedings, which will not be public, will take place before the Bcamining Division. 



on 1 1 .02.09 at 10,00 hrs, EPO Rijswijk 
Patentlaan 3-9, NL-22a8 EE Rijswiik (ZH) 



No changes to the date of the oral proceedings can l3e made, except on serious grounds (see OJ EPO 
10/2000; 456), . ^ 

If you do not appear as summoned, the oral proceedings may continue without you (R. 1 16(2) EPC), 
Your attention Is drawn to Rule 4 EPO, regarding the language of the oral proceedings, and to the OJ EPO 
9/1991, 4S9, concemlhg the filing of authorisations lor company employees and lawyers acting as 
representatives before the EPO, 

The final date for making written submissions and/or amendments (R. 116 EPC), Is 10.01 .09. 

The actual room number will be given to you by the porter In the foyer at the above EPO address. A waiting 
room (S00O06) will be available Ciel,: 91 05, fax: 9110). 

Parking is available free, of charge in the underground carpark (see map enclosed). 
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Appric^on No.: 04 019 595.0 

Dema^den*: 



The examfnation is being carried out on the following application documents: 



Description, Pages 

1 , 2, 4-36 as originally filed 

3, 3a, 3b received on 



31 .08.2007 wtth letter, of 



31.08.2007 



Claims, Numbers 

1-15 received on 



26.05.2008 with letter of 



26.05.200a 



Drawings, Figures 

1 -^9 a3 originally filed 



The following docunnents (D2, D3, D4) are cited by the Examiner found in a further 
search (see Guidelines C-VI, 8.2 and 8.3). Copies of the document are annexed to the 
communication and the numbering will, be adhered to In the rest (Df the procedure: 

D2 US 2002/0162093 "INTERNATIONALIZATION COMPILER AND PROCESS FOR 
LOCALIZING SERVER APPLICATIONS" Zhou, Scholz, Murren, Arthur 31 October 
2002 

D3 EP 1 202 168 "System and method for dynamically verifying the compatibility of a 
user interface resource" MICROSOFT CORPORATION 02 February 2002 

D4 "Developing International Software", 2nd Edition, Microsoft Press, 2002, Chapter 6 
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Anme!dB-Nr>: 

ApplicaUon No.r 04 019 595.0 



1 . General Remarks j 

. . . I 

The issues addressed by this communiciation need to be discussed during oral 
proceedings. This communication contains the points which in the opinion of the 
examining division need to be discussed for the purpose of the dfeoision to be tal<eh. 

2- Clarity 

2.1 The tenms language-neutral and language-spBcifio used in claims 1 and 6 are 
vague and unclear and leave the reader in doubt as to the meaning of the technical 
features to which they refer, thereby rendering the definition of the subject-matter of 
said claim unclear (Article 84 EPC). It appears that further specifying the language to 
be a natural language (as opposed to for example a programming language) like i.e. 
English or Japanese (see for example the description, p. 15, par.i0038) could clarify 
these claims further. 



2.2 The terms localizable resource information used in claims 1 and 6 is vague and • 
unclear arid leaves the reader in doubt as to the meaning of the technical features to 
which they refer, thereby rendering the definition of the subject-matter of said claims 
unclear (Article 84 EPC). It appears that instead of being able to localize the resource 
Infonmation in the resource manifest file (which the terms suggest) the resource . 
infonnation rather identifies locallzatibn-'dependent parts in the resource manifest file. 

2.3 The terms creating a language-neutral file bya buiid or a compilation process 
used in claims 1 and 6 are vague and unclear and leave the reader in doubt as to the 
meaning of the technical features to which they refer, thereby rendering the definition of 
the subject-matter of said claims unclear (Article 84 EPC). It seems that the subject- 
matter of these claims could be further clarified by defining the build or compilation 
process in terms of required input and resulting output components, 
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3. Inventive Step 

I 

3.1 Claim 1 . ' 

Furthermore, notwrthstanding the above-mentioned lack of clarity, the subject-matter of 
claim 1 does not Involve an inventive step within the meaning of Article 56 EPC, and 
the requirements of Article 52(1) EPC are not therefore met. 

3.1 .1 Document D2 is considered to be the closest prior art to the subject-matter of 
claim 1 , and in so far as this claim can be understood, this document shows the 
following features thereof (the references in parentheses applying to this document): 

A method (Figure 4) for oreating language-neutral (420, Figure 4) and corresponding 
language specific (422, Rgure 4) resource files for a com/w?nenf (document, par. 0008), 
tile method comprising: 

obtaining (LOCALE-SPECIFIC WEB PAGE 404, Figure 4) a resource manifest file; 
creating (implicit: Figure 4) a language-neutral file (MULTINATldNAL WEB PAGE 420, 
Figure 4) and a language specific resource file (422, Rgure 4) according to localizable 
resource information (408, Figure 4) contained in the relsource manifest file (LOCAL- 
SPECIFIC WEB PAGE 404, Figure 4) &y(INTERNATIONAUZATlbN COMPILER 402, 
Figure 4) a build or a compilation process; 
cr e ating a^^i e cksum data; and 

updating a field in th e resource manifeat file with the checksum d[ata. 

3.1 .2 The subject-matter of claim 1 therefore differs from the method disclosed in 
document D2 In creating a checksum data; and updating a field in the resource ' 
manifest file with the checksum data. 

3.1 .3 The combination of these two additional features does not provide any synergistic 
effect. They are a mere aggregation of features and each feature is an obvious design 
chbice for the person stalled jn the art of generating localized software applications: 
creating checksum data for a resource manifest file and storing the created checl<sum 
data in the resource manifest file is disclosed for example In document D3. Figure 1 . 

3.1 .4Therefore, the subject-matter of claim .1 cannot be considered as involving an 
Inventive step (Articles 52(1 ) and 56 EPC). 

I 
t 
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1 - . j . 

I 

3.2 Claims 2 -5 

i 

• i- ' ' * 

Dependent claims 2 - 5 do not appear to contain any additional features which, in 
combination with the features of any claim to which they refer, meet the requirements of 
the EPC with respect to inventive step, the reasons being as follows: the additional 
features wherein the resource manifest file is specified {as of clarm 2), wherein the 
resource manifest file is not specified and a default resource manifest file is used (as of 
claim 3), wherein the. resource manifest file is an Extensible Mari<up Language (XML) 
based declarative Hie (as of claim 4), wherein the localizable resource information 
resides in a compacted resource file (as of claim 5) are all normal design options for the 
person skilled in the art of generating localized applications. 

3.3 Claim 6 

Claim 6 defines a computer-readable medium containing instructions for performing the 
method of claim 1 . As discussed above, the subject-matter of the method of claim 1 is 
not inventive- Implementing the steps of the method of claim 1 with instructrohs and 
comprising these instructions on a computer-readable medium (aspf claim 6) is 
straightforward and cannot be considered as involving an inventive step (Articles 52(1) 
and 56 EPC). 

3.4 Claims 7 -15 

Claim 7 and its dependent claims 8-15 appear to merely descrilDe a data structure 
apparently supporting the generation of localized software applications. The mere 
representation of a supporting data structure is usual for the person sWIIed in the art of 
generating localized software applications. Therefore, claims 7-15 cannot be 
considered as Involving an inventive step (Articles 52(1) and 56 EPC). 
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4. Additional Remarks 



4.1 As it is not at present apparent which part of the application dould serve as a basis 
for an allowable claim, refusal of the application (Article 97(2) EPC) is to be expected. 
Should the applicant nevertheless regard some particular matter jas patentable, 
independent claims could be submitted taking into account i.a. Rule 43 EPC, The 
applicant should also indicate In the letter of the reply: (i) the difference of the subject- 
matter of any new claim vis-^-vIs the state of the art (dCMSuments 02, D3 and D4) and 
the technical significance thereof, (II) the technical problem Solved by this difference, 
(ill) how this technical problem is solved in a non-obvious manner- by the features of all 
independent claims. 

I 

4.2 The applicant Is renllnded of Rule 1 37(3) with regard to any amendment. 

4.3 If submitting amended claims the applicant should at the sanrje time bring the 
description into confomiity with the amended claims. Care should be taken during 
revision, not to add subject-matter which extends beyond the corltentof the application 
as originally filed (Article 123(2) EPC). 

4.4 In order to facilitate the examination of the conformlty.of any amendments with the. 
requirements of Article 1 23(2) EPC, the applicant is requested to! clearly Identify the 
amendments carried out, in-espective of whether they concern amendments by 
addition, replacement or deletion, and to Indicate the passages of the application as 
filed on which these amendments are based. These indications sihould be submitted on 
a marked-up copy of the relevant parts of the application as filed. 

4.5 If the applicant so wishes, an appealable decfsion on the file as it stands may be 
requested in written fonn. Such a decision is given in standard fohn, referring to the 
previous communications including objections to which the applicant has had 
opportunity to comment and to the request, which must be made In writing (see 
Guidelines C-VI, 4.5 and E-X, 4.4>. In the event of timely request and Issuance of such 
a decision, the oral proceedings would no longer take place. 
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